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Project  No So    W-71°R°11  through        Title    Waterfowl  Breeding  Ground  Survey 


Introduction 

A  major  change  was  initiated  this  year  in  conducting  the  ndgratory  Waterfowl 
Breeding  Ground  Surrey  in  Montana,    For  the  past  sixteen  years  the  entire  survey 
was  conducted  by  personnel  of  the  Montana  Fish  and  Game  Department.    This  year, 
the  surveys  for  duck  populations  and  production  were  conducted  by  the  U,  S,  Bureau 
of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife,    Another  change  was  the  extent  of  coverage.  In 
the  past,  the  area  sanpled  was  north  and/or  west  of  the  lfc.ssouri  River  with  trend 
areas  in  the  unglaciated  prairie.    This  year  the  survey  was  expanded  to  include 
all  of  eastern  Montana,  excluding  the  mountain  areas.    East  and  west  transects 
were  flown  and  identified  by  eighteen  ndle  segments, 

A  copy  of  the  report  covering  the  breeding  population  of  ducks  is  appended 
to  this  report. 

The  aerial  breeding  population  and  production  trend  surveys  of  Canada  geese 
were  conducted  in  the  Hi=Iane,  East  Slope  and  Helena  Units  in  the  same  manner  as 
in  previous  years.    In  the  Flathead  Valley  Unit,  ground  counts  were  made  as  in 
the  past. 

Weather  and  Water  Conditions 

Due  to  a  severe  winter  and  late  spring  bresfc-up  the  migration  of  waterfowl 
were  somewhat  retarded.    This  appeared  to  be  about  two  weeks  in  most  areas  of  the 
state. 

Because  of  heavy  snow  cover  in  the  eastern  part  of  the  state  the  water 
conditions  were  greatly  improved  over  last  year.    This  condition  has  prevailed 
because  of  above  normal  rainfall  in  June  and  July,    Hansen's  report  shows  a 
break  down  of  the  type  and  distribution  of  water  areas  in  eastern  Montana, 
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Job  No, 


0=1 


Period  Covered 


May  la  1965  through  JtOy  2$^  196g 


FIB  1  6  1983 


Breeding  Pop-olations 

Because  of  the  change  in  the  surveyB  this  y^ear,  it  is  difficult  to  can^^'ar^  the 

data  with  previous  yesffSe    Considering  the  total  nimber  of  dudes  in  coirparable 

breeding  areas  in  Montana^  there  appeared  to  be  a  6$%  increase  ever  that  of  last 
year,  iriiich  at  that  time  was  slightly  higher  than  the  fifteen  year  arerage©  This 

could  be  one  of  the  largest  breeding  populations  of  dudes  that  have  ewer  been 
present  in  the  state* 

Production 


^he  production  survey  scheduled  to  be  flown  by  the  Bureau  ®f  Sports  Fisneries 
and  Midlife  was  not  completed  so  n©  qcasMtative  data  are  aTai,l>ableo 

Considering  the  continued  iniprovement  in  water  conditions  through  the  month 
of  June  and  July  brooding  conditions  should  be  aptinWo    j^e  fidl  flight  from  the 
Central  ^lyway  portion  of  Montana  should  be  one  of  the  best  in  years* 

In  the  Pacific  Flyway  (Flathead  Valli^)  the  production  and  broodifig  conditions 
were  above  averageo 

Goose  Surveys 


ffi-Llne  Units    The  Canada  goose  trend  census  during  the  early  nesting  season 
again  indicates  an  increase  in  breading  birds  over  last  year  (table  1)© 

The  production  trend  in  this  unit  was  increased  over  last  years  but  was 
s\irprising3y  low  considering  the  iasrease  in  the  earlier  census  of  adults  (table  2), 
No  explanation  Is  evident  other  than  the  po-ssible  effect  of  the  retarded  spring 
break -up» 

East  Slope  UM.t2    The  population  trend  during  the  nestiiig  seasoa  was  about  tte 
same  "as  last'  year  "(table  3)« 

The  prdoeution  trend  for  this  tsrd.t  showed  iitprovement  over  the  last  two  years 
(table  k)«    This  inierease  was  acceatiiated  ever  last  year  because  of  the  floodirg  in 
the  areae    There  was  some  flooding  on  Tiber  Reservoi^j  in  the  Willow  Greek  am,  due 
to  a  change  in  the  management  plan  and  a  resulting  increase  in  the  operating  ele° 
vation  of  the  reservoir , 

Helena  Unitg    The  population  trend  during  the  nesting  season  remained  unchanged 
from  the  previous  year  (table  5)o 

uie  production  trend  in  this  unit  Is  down  from  last  (table  6),    ^he  production 
in  this  unit  is  the  lowest  recorded  sxnce  the  surveys  were  started  in  29^9o 


Flathead  Valley  Units    The  breeding  population  and  production  for  this  unit 
remained  unchanged  from  last  year  but  is  down  somewhat  from  peak  yearse 


Noa  Goslings 


1961 

~T7 


1962 
"1^ 


I96I4 


1965 


SummaiT 

1«    k  major  change  was  made  in  the  conducting  of  the  survey  jnd  ijx  tke  survey 
area, 

2«    The  water  condition  again  showed  improvemento 

3,    The  breeding  population  was  up  BS%  over  last  year  and  was  considerably  above 
the  15  year  averageo 

U«    No  dude  production  surveys  were  conducted  but  conditions  are  considered 

excellent  for  production  and  brooding,  possibly  producing  one  of  the  largest 
fall  flights  in  history  from  eastern  Montana, 

5o    Canada  goose  production  in  the  East  Slope  and  Hi=Line  Units  showed  iH5)rovement 
over  last  year  where  the  production  in  the  Helena  Unit  was  dom  and  the  Flathead 
Unit  remained  unchangedo 
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Table  1©    Canada  G©9s®  Population  Trend  During  Nesting  Season,  Hi-Liae  Unit  =  1563=196Ii=196$o 


Area 

P 

s 

G 

P 

s 

a 

T 

P 

s 

G 

T 

B@wdoin  Lake 

112 

6 

27U 

106 

17 

21 

250 

1B2 

17 

10 

391 

Lakeside  Marsh 

k3 

3 

2U 

113 

61 

0 

15 

13? 

8 

7 

11*3 

Dry  Lake 

2t 

11 

7 

7U 

17 

5 

3 

1*2 

51 

9 

3 

111* 

Nelson  Res, 

Am 

87 

li!4 

0 

■a  n 

188 

59 

9 

13 

li*0 

78 

12 

3 

171 

Maka  Lake 

1 

0 

0 

2 

9 

0 

0 

18 

6 

0 

0 

12 

Area  #  7 

1 

k 

0 

0 

8 

3 

0 

0 

6 

1 

1 

0 

3 

Martin's  Lake 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Area  W  0 

IX 

5 

0 

97 

55 

0 

0 

110 

m 

5 

0 

93 

H©rseshoe  Lake 

2 

1 

0 

5 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

1 

Whitewater  Res« 

6@ 

11 

0 

11*6 

106 

5 

0 

21? 

50 

3 

11 

ill* 

Pea  Lake 

> 

0 

0 

10 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Reso  #  U3 

1 

0 

0 

2 

0 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 

Q 

0 

Reso  #  95 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Vest  Alkalie  Reso 

22 

6 

0 

it5 

k 

0 

91* 

35 

7 

0 

77 

Res,  #  161 

1 

k 

3 

3 

111 

lo 

1 

0 

3? 

9 

0 

0 

18 

Wildhorse  Res, 

9 

1 

D 

19 

0 

0 

9 

9 

15 

2 

0 

32 

Ester  Lake 

11 

2 

22 

U6 

28 

1 

25 

82 

8 

3 

0 

19 

Mttle  Warn  Res© 

22 

0 

«  HI? 

15 

S9 

5 

1 

0 

11 

13 

5 

0 

Veseth's  Res* 

3 

9 

0 

15 

6 

1 

0 

13 

15 

k 

0 

31* 

Hands  Rese 

9 

1 

0 

25 

2 

k 

7 

15 

5 

3 

0 

13 

Little  Nelson  Res© 

3 

3 

0 

9 

8 

0 

0 

16 

1* 

0 

0 

8 

Ifeegand's  Rese 

12 

8 

36 

60 

15 

1 

27 

58 

1*3 

6 

0 

92 

ReSe  #  17 

15 

ii 

0 

31* 

20 

5 

0 

U5 

31* 

3 

0 

71 

Bo  Ro  12 

10 

3 

0 

23 

20 

0 

0 

1*0 

0 

1* 

0 

1* 

North  Chinook  Res© 

51 

8 

9 

119 

111 

5 

16 

21*3 

123i 

15 

0 

261 

MsClaren's  Res,  #  1 

0 

2 

0 

2 

3 

1 

0 

7 

2 

0 

0 

k 

McClarea's  Res©  #  2 

11 

2 

0 

2k 

0 

0 

0 

0 

i* 

1 

0 

9 

Hewitt  Lake 

h 

2 

3 

13 

3 

2 

0 

8 

2 

0 

0 

h 

Totals 

575 

155 

13li 

11*39 

701 

63 

136 

1601 

788 

109 

3i* 

1719 

P-Pairs 

S-Singles 

G-Groups 

T-Total 


1 
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Table  i»    Canada  Goose  Projuetion  Trend  Surff-ey,  Hi=.Line  Unit^  1963-19614-196$. 


1963  '  19(^k  '  1^ 


NB 

A 

I 

T 

NB 

A 

I 

T 

NB 

A 

I 

T 

658 

16 

118 

207 

13 

66 

2?1 

l8l 

22 

72 

81 

k 

20 

few 

@ 

0 

w 

0 

10 

Xw 

7k 

IS* 

1  7fi 

k 

OA 

78 

y 

XU'5 

X4|,^ 

il 

1  2 

16 

n 

0 

16 

^^imai  f  i*  Lake 

£  1/ 

=3  f 

a 

2 

6 

8 

fil 

fi) 

ri 

a 

i 

IP 

XW 

O 

J* 

8 

k 

<tuy 

J" 

n 
u 

1  28 

XOUl 

n 

n 

0 

a 

U' 

0 

n 

n 

O 

o 
u 

A 
w 

n 
u 

u 

u 

A 

V 

U 

u 

n 
u 

A 

n 

u 

79 
1  * 

lid 

Ik 

1  Q 

ou 

70 

d 

0 

a 

n 

0 

JVC  So  It 

J? 

> 

a 

a 

n 

fl 

V' 

ft 

n 

\i 

n 
\j 

n 

a 

w 

n 

n 

0 

V 

6 

o 

7 

10 

X*i^ 

J 

26 

k^ 

n.c?^  o   or  JLVJJL, 

3 

ill 

2 

8 

g 

1^ 
x^ 

2k 

108 

a 

0 

w 

1 

8 

k? 

Ester  take 

Q 

Q 

16 

0 

0 

1? 

IQ 

X7 

T.I  -fc-hl  @  Warm  Ria«i« 

12 

26 

2 

12 

1^ 

0 

6 

2^ 

31 

J'X 

Vp<sa+,h'^  Res. 

g 

Ik 

6 

12 

20 

38 

16 

38 

59 

Hands  ReSe 

@ 

6 

10 

16 

2 

6 

8 

0 

k 

9 

13 

IS 

38 

9 

6 

10 

22 

10 

30 

62 

Iftegand^s  Res© 

6 

36 

lOli 

lii6 

Ik 

30 

¥t 

1? 

22 

56 

95 

Reso  #  1? 

2 

2l4 

61 

8? 

2 

5 

7 

0 

3D 

59 

89 

Bo  R«  12 

0 

12 

i*5 

57 

@ 

0 

0 

0 

k 

9 

13 

North  Chiffl0@k  Reso 
MeClarenHs  Reso  #  1 

12 

76 

250 

338 

10 

68 

161 

239 

0 

72 

180 

252 

0 

35 

87 

122 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3 

k 

10 

17 

McClaren's  ReSo  #  2 

17 

Hi 

35 

66 

0 

6 

12 

18 

0 

k 

9 

13 

Totals 

2k2 

768 

2079 

3089 

59 

25® 

587 

896 

88 

1^8 

llko 

1666 

Af=Adult  Tith  jmx% 

NB-Non  or  unsuceessful  breeders 
T-Total 


Table  3»    Canada  Gooses  P©p\slation  Trend  During  Nesting  Season,  East  Slope  Unit, 

^    ■-      =      —                  19^3                      '        '           19^55  1965 
Area  P  S  G  T  P  S  G  T  P  S  G 


VH-llow  Greek  Res« 

2 

6 

0 

10 

9 

1 

5 

2k 

1 

k 

0 

6 

Pishktm  Reso 

9 

7 

11 

36 

S 

2 

12 

2k 

8 

1 

0 

17 

%ny3B  Reso 

3 

0 

0 

6 

k 

0 

6 

lU 

8 

2 

0 

18 

Alkali  Lake 

31 

13 

83 

22 

1 

0 

k$ 

30 

7 

0 

67 

Freezout  Lake 

26 

1 

0 

53 

2k 

1 

3 

52 

26 

3 

5 

6@ 

Lake  Francis 

10 

1 

0 

21 

3 

1 

0 

7 

6 

2 

0 

Ik 

Tiber  Res* 

3k 

11 

33 

112 

U8 

Hi 

0 

110 

kl 

8 

Uo 

ikz 

Marias  R.  WesU/ 

111 

10 

22 

60 

25 

12 

0 

62 

Ik 

3 

6 

37 

Marias  R,  EastJ/ 

k$ 

17 

12 

119 

h$ 

20 

11 

121 

33 

19 

25 

HO 

Totals 

nk 

61 

91 

500 

185 

52 

37 

i;59 

173 

k9 

76 

ii71 

1  /   Marias  River  west  includes  tl:tat  area  from  the  head  of  the  Reservoir  to  the  highway  bridge,  south 
of  Shelbyo 

2/   Marias  River  east  is  from  Tiber  Dam  to  its  confluenee  with  the  Missouri  River© 


P-Pairs 
S-Singles 
G«Groups 
T-Total 


Table  ko    Canada  Goosa  Production  Trend  Surr^p  East  Slope  Unit, 


Area 

NB 

1 

A 

963 

I 

T 

NB 

A 

1961t 

T 

T 

NB 

A 

1965 

Y 

T 

VUllow  Greek  £es« 

0 

k 

10 

lit 

0 

6 

19 

25 

2 

6 

17 

25 

Pishkm  Reso 

a 

6 

25 

52 

it8 

10 

2lt 

82 

1|7 

12 

32 

91 

Bsmuja  Res« 

61 

6 

lit 

81 

8 

0 

0 

8 

3 

20 

3lt 

57 

Alkali  Lake 

kl 

10 

36 

93 

la 

0 

0 

la 

51 

16 

lt5 

118 

Freezout  Lak% 

2k 

m 

193 

6 

87 

189 

32 

75 

lit3 

Lake  Francis 

28 

0 

0 

28 

0 

0 

0 

0 

c 

0 

Tiber  ReSo 

101 

37 

oO 

210 

31 

■all 

fO 

Marias  R»  West  l/ 

57 

12 

27 

96 

2 

0 

0 

2 

0 

2 

6 

8 

Marias  Ro  East  2/ 

0 

6 

lit 

20 

0 

6 

15 

21 

0 

2lt 

66 

90 

Totals 

373 

105 

31? 

795 

226 

62 

265 

5535 

1611 

157 

376 

703 

1  /   Marias  River  west  included  that  area  from  the  head  of  Tiber  Reserroir  to  the  hi^way  bridge  south  of 

Shelby© 

2  /   Marias  River  east  is  from  Tiber  Dam  to  its  confluence  with  the  Missouri  Rivers 


NB-=Non  or  unsuccessful  breeder 
A-Adult  with  young 
Y=Ioung 
T-Total 


Table  5»    Canada  Goose  Population  Trend  Dwing  H«sting  SeasaOj  Helena  Usit  i'o 


Area 

P 

S 

G 

T 

P 

s 

G 

T 

Canyon  Ferry  Reso  l/ 

23 

11 

n 

68 

19 

12 

31 

81 

Missouri  River  2/ 

13 

6 

0 

32 

6 

2 

9 

21 

Lake  Helena 

26 

11* 

6 

72 

21 

k 

38 

8k 

Totals 

62 

31 

17 

172 

18 

76 

186 

l/     Because  of  low  water  levels  in  Canyon  Ferry  Reservoir  in  the  spring  of  196^ 

the  count  nugr  be  abnormally  low  and  would  not  be  comparable  with  future  yearSo 

2/     Townsend  bridge  to  Boston  Erldge* 


Table  &    Canada  Goose  Production  Trend  Survey,  Helena  Unit© 


19515  i9S? 


Area 

NB 

A 

I 

T 

NB 

A 

I 

T 

Canyon  Ferry  Res« 

16 

76 

200 

292 

25 

9x 

135 

21ii 

MLssoxiri  River  l/ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6 

16 

22 

Lake  Helena 

15 

51 

99 

165 

0 

3it 

76 

no 

Totals 

31 

127 

299 

1*57 

2^ 

91* 

227 

3ii6 

1/   TQwsend  bridge  to  Toston  Bridge© 


NB=Non  or  unsucceSsfisl  breeder 
A-'Adult  with  young 

T=ToiCffig 
T=^otal 


APPENDIX 


MONTANA  WATERFOWL  SURVHT 


By  Henry  Ao  Hais», 


An  operational  waterfowl  popislation  s-jmrey  was  established  for  eastern 
Montana  in  May  of  1965o    ^M.s  was  patterned  after  Jo  Do  Smiiti's  1958 
experimental  survey  south  of  the  Misso'ori  River  and  continiaed  north 
of  the  ffi,ssouri  River  in  eonfornd.-^  with  fee  established  pattern  in 
adjacent  Alberta^  Saskatchewaiia  and  North  Dake-ta<»    The  aerial  survey 
conducted  by  the  Msntana  Depar'^ent  of  Fish  said  Game  fflo)rth  of  the 
Missouri  River  the  past  few  years  will  be  replaced  by  the  standard 
©pCTation  ijoltlated  in  1^65© 

Area  and  tnethods 

Eastern  Montana  falls  into  two  nat'ural  ©e.@l>3gisal  mits  di'^ded  by 
the  Missouri  Rivero    These  have  been  desigaated  as  stratuai  A«oDBtt& 
and  B^Northo    The  standard  saffiplisg  plai  was  used  with  east=west 
transects  divided  inte  iS^M.le  segmeatso    All  transects  start  with 
segBsnt  #1  on  liie  eastern  biorder  of  Moatanao    The  transects  are 
lettered  consecutively  from  A  through  Lp  south  to  north,  startLng 
at  it5°30"  north  latitade  and  extemding  to  the  Caiadian  border© 
Stratam  A«=So'ath3  liO^SOO  square  liiiles  in  extent  was  sampled  with 
80  segments  of  l8=Mles  eacho    Stratum  B=Northj  33jOOO  square  miles 
was  sampled  iidth  113  segmeats© 

Water  and  habitat  conditioa^ 


Following  a  severe  winter  with  hi^sRj-  snow  the  water  conditions 
were  gO'Od  to  excellent  o    Spring  was  about  2  weeks  later  Hi  as 
normal^  but  having  arrived,  accelerated  at  a  fast  rates    ^he  rapid 
appearance  of  lone  drakes  indicated  that  the  late  spring  did  net 
have  an  adverse  ^f eet  on  the  progression  of  the  nesting  season^ 
Heavy  rains  the  first  week  in  May  coiqjleted  filling  nany  stoak  dams 
and  potholes  that  had  not  oeen  preflously  filled  fr&m  snow  -mlto 
This  rain  also  created  rmch  tesnporsry  sheet  water  in  wheat  stubble 
north  of  the  Missouri  Rivers    These  shallow  ponds,  whiceh  covered 
shattered  wheat  from  the  last  harvest,  were  very  attractive  to  ducks 
of  many  species,  particalarly  pintail  and  mallard  deserter  males© 
Therefore,  *  disproportionately  high  percftntage  of  ducks  were  counted 
on  water  that  would  be  present  xju  more  than  a  week  or  tm  UExess 
heavy  rains  continuedo 

Population  indexes 


Stratum  A=South  had  a  meali  densifrj'  jf  6© 3  ducks  per  square  ^le  for 
a  breeding  population  index  of  ^^allards  comprised  6?  per- 

cent, pintails  15  percent,  bliK-wiaged  teal  5o1'  perceat,  gadwall  k 
percent,  aid  several  lesser  species  the  remainder* 


Strataa  B=Horth  had  a  mean  density  of  lko3  dticks  per  sqaare  adle 
for  a  breedii^  popiolation  iadeat  of  i^H^OOO*    In  this  area  pintails 
were  nost  abtuadants  3$  percent,  followed  by  aallards  31  ©3  percent, 
gadwall  12»6  percent,  shoveler  6  percent,  and  blue-winged  teal  and 
widgeon  5  percent  each  ( tables  1  and  2)<, 

Discussion 

All  water  areas  were  recorded  hj  the  pil^t  within  a  ©ne=ei^th  mile 
strip  as  to  type  and  permanency*    Foiir  categories  were  designated? 
(1)  stodE  dam,  (2)  natiaral  pothole  or  lake  (included  temporary  sheet 
water),  (3)  stream  and  (It)  dugout.    These  were  judged  to  be  (a) 
permanoit  (lasting  through  siammer),  (b)  serai -permanent  (lasting  iintll 
majority  of  broods  are  fledged)  and  (c)  tejoporaxy  (lasting  no  longer 
than  mid">Jyne)o    All  duck  use  was  recorded  by  water  type  and  permanency 
(tables  3a  and  3b)«    Each  time  a  stream  was  intercepted  within  the 
survey  strip  it  was  recorded.    Thus,  if  ihe  same  stream  meandered  back 
and  forth  across  the  transect  it  was  counted  as  often  as  interdicted. 
If  a  stream  ran  continwasly  within  the  eighth=raile  strip  for  a  quarter 
or  half  mile  it  was  counted  only  once,  however. 

In  both  strata  dugouts  are  not  numerous  enough  to  be  of  great 
significance.    The  occurrence  of  streams  is  relatively  the  same  in 
both  areas.    Stock  dams  in  stratum  A-South  are  aliiKst  twice  as 
dense  as  they  are  north  of  the  Mlssoori  River,    Conversely,  boiii 
potholes  in  B=North  are  four  times  as  dense  as  they  are  south  of 
the  river  (table  k}o 

As  one  would  suspect,  permanent  potholes  and  lakes  had  a  much  hi^er 
preference  rating  by  ducks  than  any  other  type  of  water.  Semi- 
permanent  and  temporary  potholes  south  of  the  river  were  roach  less 
attractive  than  they  w^e  in  the  north  stratum,  however.  Permanent 
stock  dams  were  somewhat  more  attractive  in  the  south  where  there 
were  fewer  natural  bodies  of  water  than  there  were  in  the  north,  but 
properly  built  stock  dams  throughout  the  range  land  were  readily 
used  by  many  species. 

The  ratio  of  stodc  dams  to  seffli«=permanent  and  teiKporary  streams  in 
A-=South  was  roughly  2sl  whereas  the  ratio  in  B=North  was  Igl,  In 
other  words,  streams  suitable  for  building  small,  simple  stock  dams 
are  more  completely  utilized  south  of  tiie  Missouri  River  than  they 
are  north.    Yet  there  is  stiU  adequate  drainage  to  build  m  average 
of  at  least  two  more  stock  dams  per  each  three  square  miles  in  both 
strata,    Dweloommt  of  this  program  to  its  maximum  would  be  of 
immediate  bessefit  to  teth  the  livestock  industry  and  to  waterfowl. 
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Table  !•    Staamaiy,  Waterfowl  Breeding  Population  Survey,  Montana,  196^. 


Stratum 


A-South 

B-North 

Total 

Area  (sq»  mi*) 

iiO,500 

33,000 

73,500 

SaBq)le  (sq»  ndo) 

326.5 

ia2 

738.5 

Population  index? 

Ducks  per  sqo  isile 

6.3 

lli.3 

Total  ducks 

256,000 

U71,000 

727,000 
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Table  2o    Waterfowl  Breeding  Population  Index,  Montana^  1965 

(Index  niunbers  in  thousands) 


Species  Stratum  ^ 

  A-South   B-North  Total 


Ducks? 
Dabblers  s 

Mallard  172.5  1U7.5  320.0 

Gadwall  10.0  59.5  69.5 

VELdgeon  6.0  2I4.5  30.5 

Green-winged  teal  3.0  U.0  7.0 

Blue-winged  teal  lU«5  2l4.o5  39 #0 

Shoveler  7.5  28.0  35.5 

Pintail  38.Q   165.5    203a5 

Subtotal  251.5  U53.5  705o0 

Divers  s 

Redhead  1.5  2^  3.5 

Canvasback  —  2  Jit  2.0 

Scaup  2.5  llo5  m»0 

Ring-necked  due*  0.5  1.0  1.5 

Bufflehead  trace  0.5  0.5 

Ruddy  duck  --  trace   trace 


Subtotal  U.5  17.0  21.5 

Mis  cell ane  ous  s 

Merganser  trace  0.5  0.5 


Grand  totfiO.  256  U71  727 


Table  3a»    Waterfowl  Use  by  Water  Type,  Montana,  Stratum  A-South,  196$, 


Water  type 
(Recorded  on 
162  q,  mi.  of 
habitat) 


Times  water  type 
observed 

Nuniber  Percent 


Waterfowl 
observed 


Preference 
ratir 


waterfowl 
Number   Percent   •*•  %  water  type 


1. 

stock  dans 

a«  Permanent 

136 

30.6 

31*0 

52.3 

1,71 

b«  Seml«>permanent 

29 

6,5 

70 

10,8 

1,66 

c.  Temporary 

18 

U.2 

6 

0.9 

0o21 

2. 

Pothole  and  Lakes 

a*  Permanent 

20 

i»o5 

92 

litol 

3,13 

S^BTI  omT)  (^"PTn^m  0 71 1 

6 

w 

TemnorflTV" 

"52 

2I1 

VI, 

3, 

Streams: 

a*  Permanent 

91 

20.5 

63 

9.7 

0.U7 

b«    Semi -permanent 

53 

11.9 

28 

lu3 

0,36 

Co  TeBQ>orary 

1*5 

10.2 

20 

3,1 

0.30 

Dugout  s 

a«  Permanent 

I 

0.2 

2 

0.3 

1.50 

b«    Semi -permanent 

2 

0.1} 

0,00 

c.  Temporary 

2 

0.1t 

0.00 

Total 

200,0 

651 

100,0 
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Table  3b,    Waterfowl  Use      Water  Type,  Montana,  Stratum  B=Jia)ir'tho 

Water  type  ~"    Tiaies  water  tjpe     Waterfowl  Preference  rating 

(Recorded  on  209  observed  observed 

Sq»  ndo  of  habitat)  Number     Percent     ^Sber"nPerceS   %  waterfowl  * 

%  water  type 


1* 

Stock  dams 

ao  Permanent 

103 

13o6 

326 

2i*oO 

1.03 

bo  Seaii-perraanent 

15 

78 

3o3 

1.65 

c«  Temporary 

26 

3.1i 

22 

Oef 

0o26 

Pothole  and  lakes 

Eo  Perinanent 

78 

ii«3 

83U 

35.7 

3oU6 

b>  Sei&laDprmanent 

37 

li.9 

151 

6o5 

1.33 

c*  Tenporary 

21^8 

32o8 

650 

27o9 

0.85 

3o 

Streams 

a«  Permanent 

96 

12„7 

177 

7o6 

0.60 

bo  Semi=permanent 

50 

6.6 

1)6 

lo9 

0o29 

Co  Temporary 

95 

12o5 

38 

lo6 

0.13 

if 

Dugout  s 

ao  Permanent 

2 

0o2 

6 

Oo3 

io5o 

bo  SemL»permanent 

3 

2 

Ool 

0.25 

Co  Temporary 

Oo6 

Oo2 

0.33 

Total 

758 

100,0 

2,331;  lOOoO 
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Table  Uo    May  Water  Index,  Montana,  1965» 


Type 

A<=South 
Frequency 
(per  sqo  mio) 

total 
number 

B«.Morth 
Frequency  Total 
(per  sqo  mi©)  number 

Stock  dam 

I0I3 

O069 

13,770 

Pothole 

1/ 
Strean 

o.ia 

1»1)6 

16,605 

1*69980 

1.7U 

I0I5 

57sii20 
37^,950 

Dugout 

O0O3 

1,215 

O0O5 

la650 

Total 

2o73 

110,565 

3«63 

110,790 

1/  Of  the  streams  encountered,  O060  per  sqo 
in  stratum  B-North  were  of  the  semi=permanent 
for  the  construction  of  stock  damse 


mile  in  stratum  A=South  and  0»70 
and  temporary  varie'ty  suitable 


Figure  1.     Montana  Waterfowl  Populations  Survey. 
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Aerial  transects 

Area  excluded  from  survey 


state  of 


Montana 


Project  Nos,    W°71°R'°12  through 
W^77°R°12 


Job  Noo 


STATE  DOCUMENTS 


JOB  COMPIETION  REPORT 
INVESTIGATIONS  PROJECT 

Name  Wildlife  lB.Yestigatlons-=4)istrict  1  through  7 
Title   Waterfowl  Breeding  Ground  Surv^ 


Period  Covered 


Maj  1»  1966  through  July  2$,  I966 


Introduction  - 

The  survey  for  duck  populations  and  production  was  again  conducted  by  the  Btireau 
of  Sports  Fisheries  and  Wildlifeo  The  resulbs  of  this  survey  will  be  reported  in  the 
1966  Waterfowl  Status  Reporto 


The  aerial  breeding  population  and  production  trend  surveys  of  Canada  geese  were 
conducted  in  the  Hi«>Line,  East  Slope  and  Helena  Units  in  the  same  manner  as  in  previous 
years.    In  the  Flathead  Vall^  Unit,  ground  counts  were  made  as  in  the  past. 

Weather  and  Water  Conditions 


The  precipitation  during  the  fall,  winter  and  spring  was  consistfently  less  than 
the  previous  two  years  in  much  of  the  goose  breeding^areass  Because  the  major  goose 
breeding  areas  are  on  large  rivers  and  reservoirs  the  habitat  did  not  deteriorate  as 
much  as  the  precipitation  pattern  might  indicate. 

The  water  in  the  Hi=>Line  Unit  was  excellent  due  to  soring  snow  and  rain.  The 
only  reservoir  with  deteriorating  conditions  was  Whitewater  Reservoir, 

Ixi  the  Helena  Unit,  Canyon  Ferry  Reservoir  received  below  normal  runoff  due  to 
lack  of  snow  in  the  upper  Missouri  dralnageo    This  reservoir  was  very  low,  creating 
large  expanses  of  mud  flats  in  the  upper  end  and  causing  the  geese  to  nest  elsewhere 
probably  on  the  Missouri  River, 


MONTANA  STAFE  LIBRARY 
930  East  Lyndaie  Avenue 
Helena,  Montona  39601 


Canada  Goose  Population  and  Production  Trend  Stirveys 


Hi°Line  Units    The  Canada  goose  trend  during  the  early  nesting  season  again 
indicates  an  increase  in  breeding  birds  over  last  year  (Table  l)o 

The  production  trend  in  this  \init  was  increased  considerably  over  last  year 
(Table  2)o    The  production  this  year  was  the  second  highest  on  record,  exceeded 
only  by  that  in  1963 o 

The  STinrey  area  on  this  unit  was  expanded  to  include  reservoirs  in  south 
Valley  Countyo    The  data  from  this  area  are  not  tabulated  this  year  because  of 
lack  of  conqjarative  datao    In  this  area  there  were  33  geese  present  during  the 
early  survey  and  113  including  78  young,  during  the  production  surveyo 

East  Slope  Unit  a    The  population  trend  during  the  nesting  ««ason  was  about 
the  sawe  as  last  year  (Table  3)» 

The  production  trend  in  this  unit  again  showed  ii^rovement  over  the  last  two 
years  (Table  U)« 

HeleRa  Units    The  population  trend  during  the  nesting  season  re.iained  about 
the  same  as  the  previous  year  (Table  5)» 

The  production  trend  for  this  imit  is  about  the  same  as  last  year  (Table  6), 
Both  this  year  and  last  have  been  poor  for  Canada  goose  production  in  this  unito 
rt  may  be  due  to  the  extremely  low  water  levels  in  Canyon  Ferry  Reservoir,  coupled 
with  a  high  mortality  rate  during  the  hunting  seasone 

Flathead  Valley  Units    The  breeding  population  and  production  for  tkls  uxiit 
is  unchanged  from  last  year  but  is  still  down  somewhat  from  the  peak  years, 

Noo  Goslings  196l        1962        1963        196U        196g  1966 

"TT?       "W      -3^      -3F8      "3^  ISO 


Summary 

lo    No  duck  production  surveys  were  conducted  by  the  state. 

2o    Canada  goose  production  was  improved  greatly  in  the  Hi=Iane  Unit,    It  was  up 
slightly  in  the  East  Slope  Unit  and  unchanged  in  the  Helena  and  Flathead  Units© 


Prepared  by:       Dale  Witt  Approved  by;    Wynn  G,  Freeman 

Date    July  -  I966 
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Table  1,    Canada  Goose  Pop\ilation  Trend  During  Nesting  Season,  Hi-Line  Unit  -  1961i-196 5-1966. 


19^11^  19^5  19^ 


Area 

P 

S 

G 

T 

P 

S 

G 

T 

P 

s 

G 

T 

Bowdoin  Lake 

106 

17 

21 

250 

182 

17 

10 

391 

1U8 

Ik 

10 

320 

Lakeside  Marsh 

61 

0 

13? 

6Ii, 

8 

7 

lit3 

96 

2 

U 

198 

Drjlake 

17 

3 

hZ 

51 

9 

3 

llli 

39 

2 

0 

80 

Nels0n  Res, 

$9 

9 

13 

liiO 

78 

12 

3 

171 

78 

12 

u 

172 

Maka  Lake 

9 

0 

0 

18 

6 

0 

0 

12 

5 

3 

19 

3Z 

Hewitt  Lake 

3 

2 

0 

8 

2 

0 

k 

2 

1 

0 

5 

Axea  #  ? 

3 

0 

0 

6 

1 

1 

0 

3 

2 

0 

0 

h 

Martians  Lake 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2- 

0 

0 

h 

Area  #  8 

55 

0 

,  0 

110 

$ 

0 

93 

I4 

5 

11? 

Horseshoe  Lake 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Whitewater  Reso 

106 

5 

0 

217 

5b 

3 

11 

11I4 

ii7 

1 

26 

121 

Pea  Lake 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Reso  #  U3 

0 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

2 

Res,  #  9$ 

1 

0 

0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

2 

West  Alkalie  Reso 

U5 

h 

0 

9h 

35 

7 

0 

77 

25 

6 

0 

Res.  #161 

18 

■  1 

0 

37 

9 

0 

0 

18 

8 

0 

0 

16 

Vftld horse  Res. 

0 

0 

9 

9 

15 

2 

0 

32 

16 

1 

0 

33 

Ester  Lake 

28 

1 

25 

82 

8 

3 

0 

19 

12 

u 

0 

3ii. 

Little  Warm  ReSo 

5 

1 

0 

11 

13 

5 

0 

31 

17 

2 

27 

63 

Veseth's  Res. 

6 

1 

0 

13 

15 

h 

0 

3k 

12 

6 

0 

30 

Hands  Res. 

2 

k 

7 

15 

5 

3 

0 

13 

11 

1 

0 

23 

Little  Nelson  Res. 

3 

0 

0 

16 

h 

0 

0 

8 

5 

0 

0 

IQ 

VH.egand's  Res. 

15 

1 

27 

58 

U3 

6 

0 

92 

51 

6 

3 

m 

Res.  #  17 

20 

5 

0 

kS 

3U 

3 

0 

71 

35 

1 

3 

7h 

B,  R.  12 

20 

0 

0 

ho 

0 

k 

0 

h 

5 

3 

3 

16 

North  Chinook  Res. 

111 

5 

16 

2ii3 

123 

15 

0 

261 

122' 

7 

28 

279 

McGlaren's  Res.  #  1 

3 

1 

0 

7 

2 

0 

0 

h 

5 

1 

0 

11 

McClaren's  Res.  i  2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

h 

1 

0 

9 

8 

1 

0 

17 

Totals 

701 

63 

136 

1601 

788 

109 

3U 

1719 

807 

78 

138 

1830 

P-Pairs 

S -Singles 

G-Groups 

T-Total 


Table  2,    Canada  Goose  Production  Trend  Survey,  Hi-Line  Unit,  I96U-I965-I9660 


Area 

196Ii 

196? 

1 96^1 

NB 

A 

Y 

T 

NB 

A 

A 

y 

J. 

T 
1 

A 

X 

m 
X 

Bowdoin  Lake 

16 

138 

207 

66 

ntyt 

X 

1  70 

<i9p 

ko 

Lakeside  Marsh 

6 

22 

ilk 

72 

0 

81 

in6 

J I 

xj  ( 

Dry  Lake 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TO 

7)1 

n  A 
xxo 

u 

po 

04 

Nelson  Res©- 

20 

78 

iJ.fi 

0 

po 

T  til 

<:JLL 

Maka  Lake 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7 

16 

n 

xu 

A1 

UL 

Hewitt  Lake 

0 

2 

6 

8 

n 

V/ 

n 

ft 

fk 
w 

U 

U 

Area  #  ? 

0 

8 

18 

26 

0 

), 

8 

12 

w 

U 

Area  #  8 

0 

16 

20 

36 

0 

32 

128 

160 

167 

XOf 

1  07 
x?  f 

Martins  Lake 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

n 

A 

Horseshoe  Lake 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

w 

0 

n 

Whitewater  Res» 

ih 

12 

26 

52 

0 

19 

60 

79 

If 

J? 

Pea  Lake 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

o 

n 
\J 

rt 
u 

Reso  #  ii3 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

n 

n 

n 

n 

Res,  #  95 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

h 

9 

West  Alkalie  Res. 

0 

3 

6 

9 

10 

Q 

7 

26 

•57 
jf 

7J 

ReSo  #  161 

1 

2 

8 

0 

9 

2L 

n 
u 

xu 

UP 

Wildhorse  Res, 

1 

0 

0 

1 

8 

16 

k5 

69 

^7 

0 

22 

79 

XvX 

Ester  Lake 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

li 

•-r 

15 

19 

0 

k 

7 
1 

T  T 
XX 

Little  Warm  Res» 

1 

2 

12 

15 

0 

6 

25 

0 

18 

7n 

Veseth's  Res, 

6 

12 

20 

38 

5 

16 

38 

59 

Ik 

XI+ 

Ik 

Xit 

k)i 

79 

Hands  Res, 

Little  Nelsgn  Res, 

0 

2 

6 

8 

0 

k 

•4 

9 
7 

XJ 

0 

TO 

Xw 

?7 

■37 
J  1 

0 

6 

2li 

30 

22 

10 

30 

62 

0 

8 

18 

Wiegand's  Res, 

e 

111 

30 

ill* 

17 

22 

55 

95 

6 

39 

iko 

185 

Res,  #  17 

0 

2 

5 

7 

0 

30 

59 

89 

0 

lli 

2k 

38 

B,  R,  12 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

U 

9 

13 

0 

lU 

Uo 

5U 

North  Chinook  Res, 

10 

68 

161 

239 

0 

72 

180 

252 

0 

9k 

370 

l+6k 

McClaren's  Res,  #  1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3 

li 

10 

17 

7 

2D 

35 

62 

McClaren's  Res,  #  2 

0 

6 

12 

18 

0 

U 

9 

13 

0 

12 

28 

iiO 

Totals 

S9 

250 

587 

896 

88 

1;38 

llko 

1666 

5U 

688 

1915 

2657 

A-Adult  with  yonng 
I-Young 

NB-Non  or  unsuccessful  breeders 
T-Total 


f 

Table  3©    Canada  Goose  Population  Trend  During  Nesting  Season,  East  Slope  Unito 

 ="  ~  ""^  ^  196k  IS^  ~  ' 


Atpa 

P 

s 

G 

T 

P 

S 

G 

T 

P 

s 

G 

T 

W.II0W  Creek  Reso 

9 

1 

2k 

1 

k 

0 

6 

7 

2 

0 

16 

Pishktm  Reso 

$ 

2 

12 

2h 

8 

1 

0 

17 

2 

0 

m 

Rvnuni  Res  a 

k 

% 

6 

Uk 

8 

2 

0 

18 

3 

© 

0 

6 

Alkali  L*e 

22 

1 

0 

k3 

3i 

T 

0 

6? 

If 

1 

5 

Ui 

Freezout  Lake 

2h 

1 

3 

52 

26 

3 

5 

60 

50 

0 

25 

12$ 

Lake  Francis 

3 

1 

0 

7 

6 

2 

0 

Hi 

16 

3 

12 

it7 

Tiber  Res, 

li8 

111 

0 

no 

U7 

8 

ho 

1U2 

21 

22 

3 

67 

Marias  R.  West  l/ 

25 

12 

0 

62 

lit 

3 

6 

37 

18 

6 

6 

U8 

Marias  R.  East  2/ 

20 

11 

121 

33 

19 

25 

IIQ 

ko 

12 

0 

92 

Totals 

185 

37 

U59 

173 

k9 

76 

U71 

183 

U8 

U6 

U65 

1/     Marias  River 
of  Shelby. 

west  includes 

that  area  from 

the  head  of 

the 

Reservoir  to  the  highway  bridge. 

soutii 

2/     Marias  River 

east  is 

from  ' 

fiber  Dam 

to  its 

confluence 

with  the  ] 

Missouri  River 0 

P-Pairs 
S-Singles 
G-Groups 
T-Total 


Table  ko    Canada  Goose  Production  Trend  Survey,  East  Slope  Unit, 


I 


Area 

NB 

A. 

1961i 

Y 

J- 

A 

JX 

1965 

Y 
X 

1 

A 

1966 

V 

X 

i 

Willow  Creek  Res» 

0 

6 

£i 

\J 

If 

A 

o 
0 

OR 

Pishkun  Res, 

10 

82 

)i7 

1  9 

OT 

l£ 

30 

•7). 

74 

Bynuni  Res, 

8 

0 

0 

8 

•a 

£w 

p  f 

ft 

Alkali  Lake 

111 

0 

111 

xo 

Up 

IXO 

27 

"It  or* 

Freezout  Lake 

96 

6 

87 

no 

f  5 

■LUP 

1  ft 

40 

T  T  T 
111 

Lake  Francis 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12 

6 

25 

U3 

7 

8 

25 

hp 

Tiber  Res. 

31 

3U 

120 

185 

13 

39 

76 

128 

61 

i;0 

80 

181 

Marias  R,  West  l/ 

2 

0 

0 

2 

0 

2 

6 

8 

1 

2 

5 

8 

Marias  R,  East  2/ 

0 

6 

21 

0 

2U 

66 

90 

0 

22 

U9 

71 

Totals 

226 

62 

265 

553 

16U 

157 

376 

703 

175 

171 

Ull 

757 

1/     Marias  River  west  included  that  area  from  the  head  of  Tiber  Reservoir  to  the  highway  bridge  south  of 
Shelby, 

2/     Marias  River  east  is  from  Tiber  Dam  to  its  confluence  with  the  Missouri  River, 

NB-Non  or  unsuccessful  breeder 
A -Adult  with  young 
X-Young 
T-Total 


Pf5i  rill's  1  at;,' 

a  w  J..I 

Trend  During  Nesting  Seasor 

ip  Helena  Uslto 

Area 

p 

] 

s 

G 

T 

P 

s 

G 

T 

Canyon  Ferry  Res© 

1.9  : 

L2 

31 

81 

19 

18 

22 

78 

Missouri  River]/ 

o 

21 

16 

5 

A. 

0 

Lake  Helatia 

21 

U 

38 

%\ 

21» 

12 

6 

66 

Totals 

1*6  : 

L8 

76 

186 

59 

35 

28 

181 

1/     Town  send  bl-idge  to  Toston  bridge. 


Table  6»    Canada  Goo^ 

le  Production  Trend  Survey,  Hd  etia  Uaito 

Area 

NB 

19 

A 

Y 

T 

NB 

1 

 k__ 

I 

T 

Canyon  Ferry  Res« 

25 

135 

21.ii 

111 

ll2 

131 

187 

Missouri  River  l/ 

0 

6 

16 

22 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Lake  Helena 

0 

3U 

76 

110 

6 

32 

111 

Totals 

25 

227 

31^6  . 

20 

1\ 

2k2 

336 

1/    Townsend  bridge  to  Toston  bridgeo 


NB-=»Non  or  msuccessfml  breeder 
A>=Adul,t  with  young 
Y<=Toimg 
T=.Total 
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JOB  COMPLETION  REPORT 
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State  of 


Montana 


Project  Ne»   W-71°R°12  through 

W-77^R-.12  

Job  No,  C-1  


Name  Tifildllf  e  Investigations  °  Districts  1-7 
Title    Waterfowl  Harvest  Surrey 


Period  Covered 


July  Ifl  1966  through  June  30»  196? 


ABSTRACT: 

A  mail  surv^  of  a  random  sample  of  Class  A  license  holders  was  coxriucted 
following  the  I966  waterfoiCL  hunting  season  to  determine  waterfowl  hunting  activi'^ 
and  harvest. 

The  duck  stamp  sales  as  reported  by  the  Bureau  of  Sptrts  Fisheries  and  T^Lldlife 
for  the  period  7/1/66  t®  6/3I/67  was  27,100^  which  was  about  a  fifteen  percent  ia- 
crease  from  the  previous  year© 

The  total  duck  harvest  was  268,5785  approximately  a  jaine'ty  percent  increase 
from  the  previous  year. 

The  total  goose  harvest  for  1966  was  139989s  which  was  up  about  thirty  per- 
cent from  the  previous  year, 

A  comparison  of  the  harvest  characteristics  by  counties,  districts  and  flyw£(ys 
are  discussed^ 

OBJECTIVES s 

The  objectives  of  this  survey  was  to  measure  the  size^  distribution  and 
species  con?)osition  of  the  waterfowl  harvest  in  Montanae 

Selection  of  mailing  list  and  sampling  rates 

The  mailing  list  was  comp®sed  of  names  taken  from  a  random  saniple  of  the  1965 
Class  A  license  holders.    The  Class  A  license  is  required  for  hunting  small  game 
and  as  pre-requisite  for  pxirchase  of  a  big  gaae  license,, 

The  non-resident  hunters  were  not  sampled  this  year. 

Questionnaires 

The  general  format  of  the  questiomiaLre  was  similar  to  last  years. 


MONTANA  STATE  LIBRARY 
930  East  Lyndole  Avenue 
Helena,  Montana  59601 


Pre°season  contact  and  taHy  card 

Ne  pre=season  contact  and  tally  cards  were  mailed  prior  to  the  seaseme 
This  contact  was  eliMnated  after  the  1962  surv«5r<, 

Post~seas@n  contact 

Questionnaires  were  sent  imnediaEt  ely  fellowiig  the  end  of  the  hunting  season 
in  the  Pacific  Flyway  portion  of  the  State,    After  an  elapse  of  ten  dscrs,  a  post 
card  reminder  was  sent  to  non-respondentSo    A  follow-=up  quest!  onnaLre  was 
scheduled  to  be  sent  t®  non=respondents  21  days  after  the  original  mailing  to  be 
comparable  with  previous  sirveys.    But  due  to  extenuating  circumstances  the 
follow-up  questionnaire  was  not  sent.    The  length  of  time  between  the  ©rigiml 
mailing  and  the  cut-off  date  was  1+2  days,  which  compares  with  previous  surveys. 
Because  the  f©llow-up  questionnaire  was  not  mailed  the  comparability  of  the 
survey  between  years  may  be  biased. 

Analysis  methods 

The  data  from  the  questionnaires  were  tabulated  by  data  processing  machines. 
Total  hunters  md  harvest  were  determined  by  expanding  ©n  the  basis  ©f  duck  stanp 
sales  and  the  reported  seasonal  bag, 

FINDINQSs 

The  1966  Statewide  Waterfowl  Harvest 

Hunter  Response 

The  response  rate  was  doi«i  someiAat  ffom  previous  years  (Table  1),    This  may 
have  been  caused  by  the  lack  of  a  follow-up  questionnaire  this  year.    But  looking 
further  in  Table  Ip  the  number  of  useable  returns  were  not  reduced  proportion- 
atly  to  the  response  reduction. 

Waterfowl  Regulations 

The  waterfowl  seasons  elected  in  the  Pacific  and  Central  Flyway  portions  of 
Montana  were  as  follows?  Pacific  -  90  day  continuous  duck  season,  frm  October  8 
to  January       1967  inclusive.    The  daily  bag  and  possession  limit  on  ducks  was  6. 
For  geesej,  the  season  dates  were  the  same  as  for  ducks ^  with  a  bag  and  possession 
limit  ©f  six,  t©  include  not  more  than  two  dark  geese  and  one  Ross's  goose.  The 
goose  season  was  restricted  ia  a  portion  of  the  Pacific  Flyway  by  state  closure 
during  the  latter  part  of  the  season  far  protection  of  the  resident  go©se  popu- 
latiofto    This  consisted  of  closing  the  following  described  area  to  all  goose 
hunting  December  h>  1966 j  beginning  at  the  town  of  Ravalli  thence  north  sacaig  U.  S, 
93  to  Elmo  J,  thence  west  and  south  along  Highway  28  to  Camas  Prairie  road  (382), 
thence  south  along  said  road  to  Perma,  thence  east  along  Uo  S,  lOA  to  Ravalli 
the  point  of  beginning» 

In  the  Central  FlywsQr  there  was  a  60  day  continuous  duck  season  from  October  8 
to  Decentoer  6,  1966,    The  basic  daily  bag  and  possession  limit  was  3  and  6,  t®  in- 
clude no  more  ©f  the  following  species  than  2  and  I4  wood  ducks^  2  and  1+  cinvasbacks, 
and  2  and  li  mallards.    The  goose  season  was  75  days  from  October  I5,  I966  to  December  Ik 
with  a  daily  bag  and  possession  limit  of  five,  n©t  to  include  more  than  two  dark  geese  ( 
and  one  Ross's  goose,  ' 
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Hvmter  Participation 


The  Bureau  of  Sports  Fisheries  and  Wildlife  reported  27,100  migratory  bird 
hunting  stamps  were  sold  in  Montana  during  the  period  7/1/66  t@  3/3./67o  This 
con5>ares  with  22,855  stamps  sold  the  previous  year  diiring  a  similar  period^ 

The  number  ®f  active  resident  waterfowl  hunters  in  1966  was  27,Ul9  as  conpared 
to  19,202  in  1965o    This  included  26,1487  active  duck  hunters  and  lli,U22  active  goose 
hunterso    For  some  vakti^iifa  reason  there  was  a  large  increase  in  the  junior  hunt  er 
this  yeaTo    This  hunter  is  not  required  to  buy  a  duck  stamp.    The  ntunber  of  active 
hunters  was  calculated  from  duck  stamp  sales  by  first  adjiasting  for  the  fourth 
quarter  stanp  sales,  then  eliminating  the  percentage  of  stamps  sold  to  collectors 
and  further  reducing  by  the  percentage  cf  potential  hunters  vtio  did  not  hmt  as 
determined  from  the  survey  (Table  1)»    The  number  of  junior  h\inbers  (those  reporting 
hvmting  without  a  Stan?))  was  calculated  by  ratio  estimate  and  added  to  the  total, 
resulting  in  a  total  number  of  active  waterfowl  hunterso 

The  non-resident  waterfowl  hunters  were  not  san^jled  in  1966» 

Duck  Harvest 

During  the  I966  waterfowl  season  a  totaO.  of  I83I  resident  duck  htuiters  re- 
ported taking  18,577  ducks,  for  an  average  of  lOolk  ducks  per  hunter«    A  total  of 
11,993  days  were  spent  in  the  fid.d  by  reporting  duck  hunters,  resulting  in  6© 55 
days  per  hunter  for  the  season.    Compared  with  last  yearp  the  hiinters  spent  more 
time  in  the  field  and  obtained  a  larger  seasonal  bag  (Table  2)o 

The  total  duck  harvest  was  calcvilated  to  be  268,578  ducks.    This  was  determined 
by  Multiplying  the  total  active  duck  hunters  by  their  reported  seasonal  bag.  ^s 
harvest  compared  with  139,6l8  ducks  in  1965<» 


Table  2*    Summaiy  of  Reported  Average  Active  Resident  Hunter  Performance  for  1963, 
I96U,  1965  and  19660 


1963 

19614 

1965 

1966 

No.  days  hunted  ducks 

5»37 

U089 

5.99 

6,55 

No,  days  hunted  geese 

1^.36 

I4.69 

i;.71 

5,11 

Seasonal  duck  bag 

8ol2 

l.kh 

7.76 

10.lii 

Dsd-ly  duck  bag 

1.51 

l<,5i 

1,29 

l.5Ii 

SeatsoiULL  goose  bag 

lo35 

0,95 

0,98 

0,97 

Daily  goose  bag 

0,31 

0,20 

0,20 

0,19 

The  reported  species  composition  of  the  statewide  duck  harvest  appeared 
remarkably  similar  to  that  of  the  previous  year  (Table  3), 


Table  3o    Coitiparison  of  The  Reported  Species  Harvest  of  Ducks  During  The  1965 

and  1966  Waterfowl  Hunting  Seasono 


"19^ 


SHWo 

PJOo 

<i 
fi 

xicLXXdU.  U 

n  91 7 

IP*? 

Blue~winged  Teal 

98i4 

606 

ls,0l6 

5.U 

Pintail 

ii71 

3«1 

7Q6 

Baldpate       —  - 

1*7 

-353 

-  1.9 

Gadwall 

211i 

309 

1.6 

Scaup 

220 

209 

Shoveller 

170 

1*1 

263 

Cam-asbacJc 

22I4 

1.5 

305 

1.6 

Bedhead 

52 

Oo3 

162 

0«8 

Unknown 

1,037 

6o9 

lj,200 

6.U 

Totals 

lii,853 

18,577 

GOOSE  HARVEST 

During  the  I966  season  a  calculated  total  of  l!i,li22  active  goose  h\inters 
harvested  a  totsi  of  13,989  geese,  or  «97  geese  per  active  himfcero    This  was  about 
the  same  success  as  the  previous  year  when  e98  geese  were  reported  harvested  per 
active  huntero    An  average  of  5oll  da^rs  were  spent  in  the  field  by  active  reporting 
goose  hunters  during  the  1966  seasoBo    Con5>ared  with  last  ysar,  the  average  goos« 
hunter  spent  a  little  more  tims  in  the  field  and  obtained  a  sisiilar  size  seasonal 
bago 

The  total  goose  harvest  of  all  species  was  13^,989  in  1966^  as  compared  with 
10,501  in  1965o    The  increase  in  harvest  between  years  is  attributed  to  the  increase 
in  the  number  of  hunters  and  also  the  increased  availability  of  snow  geese^ 

The  species  composition  of  the  statewide  goose  harvest  is  shown  in  Table  ij.© 
The  percentage  of  snow  geese  was  markedly  increased  over  the  previous  two  years* 
The  age  ratios  in  the  population  as  determined  from  family  group  counts  and  the 
census  on  the  wintering  grainds  indicated  a  very  good  hatch  of  snow  geese  during 
the  1966  breeding  season,,  where  the  previous  two  years  a  markedly  poorer  hatching 
success  was  eaperiencedo 

Table  U«    Species  Co^^)osition  of  The  1961^5  1965  and  I966  Goose  Harvest  by  Resident 
Hunters© 


Species 


Canada  Goose 
Snow  Goose 
White-Fronted  Goose 
Ross's  Goose 
Unknown 


77  oi* 
l8o5 
2o5 

la 
0.5 


Total 
Harvo 


6,786 

1,622 
219 
96 
k3 


1955 
%  Cong? 


86.8 

9c9 
0«8 

0,3 

2o2 


9,L15 
l,0l40 
8l4 

31 
231 


67«lt 
25.2 

U*9 

1*1 


9,U29 
3,525 
685 
196 
I5ii 


Totals 


8,768 


10,501 


13,989 


WATERFOWL  HARVEST  BY  FLIWAYSj  GAME  MANAGEMENT 
DISTRICTS  AND  COUNTIES 


Following  is  a  break -down  and  discussion  of  characteristics  of  the  1965  and  1966 
waterfowl  harvest  by  flyw^s,  gasas  management  districts  and  countieso 

It  should  be  recognized  that  the  break -down  of  the  harvest  data  by  sub-di-vi sicn  s 
of  the  state  decreases  the  reliability »    Errors  are  likely  to  exist  in  the  breaks 
down  of  the  harvest  data^  particularly  at  the  county  level  in  which  there  are  few 
waterfowl  h\inters<, 

Harvest       Districts  and  Counties 

A  comparison  of  the  1965  and  1966  calculated  duck  harvest  by  game  mangement 
districts  are  shown  in  Table  5o 


The  waterfowl  seasons  between  the  two  years  were  more  liberal  in  aU  areas  during 

1966. 

The  top  five  counties  for  duck  harvest  in  1966  in  order  of  magnitude  of  harvest 
were  as  follows?  Lake,  Gallatinj,  Beaverheadp  Flathead  and  Ravalli* 

Table  5»    Calculated  Duck  Harvest  in  Game  Management  Districts  and  Counties 
1965  and  1966 » 


1966  Duck  Harvest 


1965  Duck  Harvest 


District  &  County 


No»  Duck 
Hunters 


%  of 
Total 


Taken 


%  of 
Totsa 


Noo  Duck 
Hunters 


%  of 
Total 


Noo 
Taken 


%  of 
Total 


District  1 
Flathead 
Lake 
Lincoln 
Sanders 
Total 


1,221 
1,288 
178 
206 
2,893 


6,79 
7<,l6 
•99 
I0I5 
16*09 


8,3U9 
8,977 
l,3liO 
1,88U 
20,550 


5o98 
6oU3 
o96 
lo35 
li;o72 


1,. 

2,052 
3ii6 
590 

1;,839 


6«99 
7»75 
1.31 
2«23 
18.28 


18,075 
29p758 
U,86l 
5,693 
58,387 


60  73 
II0O8 
1,81 
2.12 

a<,7i* 


District  2 

-Ueer  Lodge 

318 

lo77 

2,959 

2.12 

272 

1.03 

Granite 

158 

.88 

i,iao 

1.01 

158 

.60 

Mineral 

35 

.20 

209 

oi5 

U2 

Missoula 

685 

3.81 

5,389 

3.86 

1,070 

1.36 

Powell 

215 

1.20 

2,010 

1.14; 

360 

Ravalli 

563 

3.13 

6,U92 

U.65 

836 

3.16 

Total 

1,97U 

10.99 

18,1469 

13.23 

2,738 

10.35 

3,357 
lp3U2 
698 
12,27U 
3,8iiO 
12,650 
3ii,l6l 


1.25 
.50 
.26 
1;.57 
1.U3 
U.71 
12.72 


District  3 


Beaverhead 

807 

U»U9 

9,591 

6.87 

1,0J40 

3.93 

Broadwater 

309 

1.72 

3,183 

2.28 

317 

1.20 

Gallatin 

1,061 

5.90 

10,3U5 

7,ia 

1,705 

6.104 

Jefferson 

233 

1.30 

1,759 

1.26 

317 

1.20 

Madison 

892 

Uo96 

10,09lt 

7.23 

852 

3.22 

Park 

51i5 

3.03 

6,185 

luU3 

6J$ 

2.3U 

Silver  Bow 

8 

.05 

0 

.00 

13 

.05 

Sweet  Grass 

93 

.52 

279 

.20 

129 

.k9 

Total 

3,9li8 

21.97 

l4l,U36 

29.68 

ii,992 

18,87 

19,Oli2 
3,706 
22,990 
3,U91 
9,53U 
6,710- 
26 
778 
66,308 


7.09 
lo38 
8.56 
1.30 
3.55 
2.51 

oOl 

.29 
2li.69 
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Table  So  Continued. 


"1^  Duck  HarvesF 


Duck  Harvest 


District  &  County 


Noo  Duck 
Hunters 


%  of 
Totja 


Taken 


%  of 
TotsuL 


Noo  Duck 
Hunters 


%  of 
Totsi 


Taken 


%  of 
Total 


District  k 


Cascade 

723 

I40O2 

Chouteau 

k3l 

2oi|0 

Fergus 

2kZ 

1.35 

Glacier 

280 

1.56 

Judith  Basin 

hS 

.26 

Lewis  &  Clark 

6h7 

3.60 

Meagher 

73 

.ia 

Petroleian 

26 

ol5 

Pondera 

39k 

2.19 

Teton 

1,023 

5.69 

Toole 

271 

1.51 

Total 

Upl56 

23.11i 

District  5 


Bighorn 

215 

1.20 

Carbon 

Sk 

.li7 

Colden  Valley 

26 

.15 

Musselshell 

35 

.20 

Stillwater 

93 

.52 

iiheatland 

26 

.15 

3fellowstone 

600 

3c3k 

Total 

1,079 

6.03 

District  6 

Blaine  22k 

Daniels  35 

Hill  572 

%.berty  liiO 

McCone  73 

Phillips  338 

Richland  6k 

Roosevelt  120 

Sheridan  I;98 

Valley  280 

Total  2,31*1; 

District  7 

Carter  6^ 

Custer             -  6k 

Dawson  kfi 

Fallon  35 

Garfield  26 

Powder  River  8 

Prairie  35 

Rosebud  8^ 

Treasure  35 

Wibaux  0 

Total  397 

Unknown  1,108 


1.25 
.20 

3.18 
.78 

oia 

1.88 
.36 
.67 
2.77 
1.56 
13.06 


•36 

•36 

♦20 
•15 
.05 

.20 
.1*7 
.20 
.00 
2.25 
6.16 


6,380 

il.57 

995 

3.76 

2,638 

1.89 

389 

loU7 

823 

.59 

389 

l.kl 

l,951i 

iJlO 

577 

2.18 

55 

»oh 

2k3 

.51; 

6,673 

590 

a,  23 

670 

.ii8 

129 

.1;9 

153 

.11 
1.52 

26 

.10 

2,122 

535 

2.02 

7,120 

5oio 

1,228 

2,052 

1.U7 

331 

1.25 

30,6140 

21.95 

5,332 

20.15 

795 
223 
111 
223 
363 
335 
3,336 
5,386 


.57 

.16 
0O8 
.liS 
.26 
.21; 
2.39 
3.86 


259 

272 

13 
81; 
185 
129 
1,1;88 
2,1;30 


376 

390 
83 
55 
97 
0 

167 
83 

167 
0 

I,l4l8 

7,008 


.27 
,28 
•06 
•Qt; 
.07 
.00 

.06 

oOO 
1.02 
5.02 


100 
158 
li;3 
26 
0 
13 
55 
113 
71 
0 
679 
1,51;6 


.98 
1.03 
.05 
.32 
.70 

.1;9 
5.62 

9.19 


1,312 

.91; 

288 

1.09 

55 

.01; 

26 

elO 

3,671 

2.63 

836 

3.16 

977 

.70 

259 

.98 

1;88 

o35 

81; 

o32 

2,038 

1.1;6 

723 

2.73 

139 

.10 

185 

.70 

1;71; 

.31; 

211; 

.81 

3,713 

2.66 
I0O5 

606 

2.29 

1,1;65 

635 

2.1;0 

ll;,332 

10.27 

3,856 

li;.58 

9,021; 
3,031; 
1,665 
6,1;72 
510 

1,020 
211; 
1;,001 
9,668 
3,169 
1;5,276 


1,101 

2,685 

0 

3l;9 
1,557 
1,071; 
12,086 
18,852 


2,739 
161 

7  J)  171 
2,605 
i;29 
1;,055 
1,316 

l,7l;5 
7,278 

1;,673 
32,172 


3.36 
1.13 

.62 
2.ia 

.19 
2.1;2 

,38 

.08 
lJi9 
3,60 
1.18 
16,86 


.la 

1.00 
«00 
.13 
.58 

k^So 

7.02 


1.02 

.06 
2.67 
.97 
.16 
1.51 
.1;9 
.65 
2.71 
1.71; 
1L,98 


♦38 

131; 

.05 

.60 

617 

.23 

oSk 

U83 

.18 

oie 

26 

.01 

.00 

0 

oOO 

.05 

21i; 

,08 

.21 

80 

.03 

.1;3 

671 

of5 

.27 

268 

.10 

.00 

0 

.00 

2.58 

2,1;93 

.93 

5.8U 

10,125 

3.77 
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The  district  and  county  goose  harvest  data  far'  the  1965  aD.d  1966  seasons  are  shown 
in  Table  6» 

The  goose  seasons  between  the  two  years  were  simlar  in  all  areaso    The  five 
counties  having  the  largest  goas®  harvest  In  ©rd®r  of  mgaitude  axe  as  follows g 
Ponderap  PhilHpSj,  Tetonj,  Lake  and  Madisois«  . 


Table  60    Calcialated  Goose  Harvest  in  (Jame  Itoageiaent  Districts  and  Counties 
1965  and  19660  \"  ■ 


1965  Goo 

se  Harvest 

1966  Goose  Hashes 

t 

Noo  Goose    %  of 

%  of 

No»  Goose 

Noo 

%  of 

District  &  County 

Hunters 

iotal 

Taken 

Tot^ 

Htuaters 

Taken 

Total 

District  1 

736 

6„87 

ii67 

Hr^  (I 

iioU5 

909 

6,72 

71*2 

5,31 

Lake 

1,076 

IO0O5 

966 

9oaj 

1,1*76 

10o2ii 

1,218 

8,71 

Lincoln 

55 

o52 

UJ 

I0O8 

1,00 

1*3 

,31 

Sanders 

169 

1,58 

113 

I0O8 

390 

2o71 

325 

2,33 

Total 

2,036 

19»02 

1,65^ 

l5o8l 

2,979 

20,67 

2,328 

16„66 

District  2 

liui. 

1*3 

Deer  Lodge 

151 

l©i|l 

13li 

lo28 

low 

,3a. 

Granite 

i.i. 

19 

0I9 

h3 

,30 

58 

,1*2 

Mineral 

18 

0I7 

19 

0I9 

m 

,20 

13 

,10 

Missoula 

188 

1»76 

61 

o59 

331 

2o30 

132 

,95 

18 

0 

»00 

5? 

©40 

71* 

,53 

Raval  13. 

2it5 

2»29 

103 

o99 

un 

3,33. 

11*8 

1,06 

Total 

667 

6o2i4 

336 

3o2li 

1,080 

7,51 

1*68 

3,37 

District  3 

58 

,1*2 

Beaverhead 

273 

2^55 

103 

,99 

331 

2,30 

Broadwater 

207 

l»9^ 

113 

I0O8 

215 

1,50 

281 

2,01 

Gallatin 

20? 

1o91a 

61 

o59 

361 

2,51 

11*8 

1,06 

Jefferson 

»52 

0O9 

100 

,70 

13 

,10 

Madiscsi 

925 

8«6li 

9U5 

9o00 

1,085 

7,53 

996 

7ol2 

Parfc 

302 

2o82 

197 

I088 

230 

1,60 

71* 

,53 

Sweet  Grass 

8 

0O8 

0 

,00 

158 

1,10 

58 

,1*2^ 

Silver  Bow 

75 

•70 

30 

,29 

lii 

olO 

0 

,00 

Total 

2,052 

19*19 

1,1*58 

13,92 

2,i*95 

17,3U 

1,628 

11,66 

District  k 

1*75 

3,1*0 

Cascade 

396 

3o70 

Uo5 

3,86 

520 

3,61 

Chouteau 

320 

2o99 

800 

7«62 

27ii 

1,90 

207 

1.1*8 

FergTiS 

112 

i<,05 

103 

,99 

115 

.80 

U18 

1.06 

Glacier 

216 

2^02 

197 

I088 

^6 

3,51 

951 

6.80 

J-udith  Basin 

8 

0O8 

0 

,00 

lii 

»10 

0 

oOO 

Lewis  &  Claris: 

396 

3o70 

)M 

3,86 

288 

2,00 

222 

1,59 

Meagher 

18 

0I7 

9 

•09 

0 

oOO 

0 

,00 

Petroleum 

8 

0O8 

0 

oOO 

57 

,i|0 

1*3 

,31 

Pondera 

263 

2»i|6 

311 

2,97 

IjD5 

2,81 

1,337 

9,5s 

Teton 

59ii 

5*55 

602 

5,71* 

868 

6,02 

1,277 

9*13 

Toole 

151 

i«ia 

iiO 

,39 

129 

,90 

162 

1,16 

Total 

2,li82 

23<,21 

2,872 

27,liO 

3,176 

22o05 

i*,822 

3l*,1^9 

=7- 


Table  60    Continue do 


District  &  County 


1%^  tioo'se  harvest 

No,  Goose    %  of 
Hunters  Toti 


Goose  Harvest 


Noo         %  of 
Taken  Total 


Noo  Goose  %  of 
Hunters  Total 


Noo 
Taken 


%  of 
Total 


District  $ 

Bighorn  23^ 

Carbon  2? 

Golden  Valley  37 

Musselshell  27 

Stillwater  2? 

Vftieatland  0 

Yellowstone  330 

Total  683 

District  6 

Blaine  2^2 

ffi-ll  302 

Liberty  I78 

McCone  27 

Phillips  575 

Richland  27 

Roosevelt  65 

Sheridan  339 

Valley  159 

Total  1,96U 

District  7 

Carter  I8 

Custer  55 

Dawson  ^7 

Fallon  8 

Garfield  I8 

Powder  River  0 

Prairie  27 
Rosebud 

Treasure  8I4. 

Total  398 

Unknown  367 


2o20 
*26 

o35 
<,26 
o26 
.00 
3o08 

60  ia 


2„73 
2„82 
1»67 
o26 

5o37 
.26 
061 
3«17 
1.U9 
18.38 


•17 
.52 

•08 
•17 

•00 

.26 

1.32 
«79 

3.75 

3oU3 


269 
9 

19 

113 
0 
0 

165 

575 


280 
201 
509 

19 
1,039 
0 

19 
238 
123 
528 


0 

301 
9 
0 
30 
0 
9 

165 

13ii 
61^8 


2.57 
.09 
.19 

1.08 
.00 
.00 

1.58 
5.51 


2.67 
2.87 
li.85 
.19 
9o90 
.00 
.19 
2.27 
1.18 
2I4.12 


.00 
2.87 
.09 
.00 
•29 
.00 

•09 

1.58 
1.28 
6.20 


331  3.16 


187 
86 
0 
ii3 

100 
U3 

636 

la095 


230 

3li6 
173 
h3 
1,201 
U3 
h3 
\xL9 
liUt 
2,6U2 


m 
72 
0 
0 
Ik 

115 
86 
ii88 

ia9 


1.30 
.60 
.00 
.30 
.70 
.30 

u.ia 

7.61 


1.60 
2.ii0 
1.20 
,30 
8.33 
.30 
•30 
2.91 
1.00 
18.34 


•10 

1.00 

.50 

.00 
•00 

ao 

•30 

•80 

.60 

3.U0 

2.91 


U3 
29 
0 
0 
U3 
0 

296 

101 


267 
698 

207 
88 

1,337 
0 
13 
772 
88 
3,U70 


0 

U3 
29 
0 
0 
13 
0 
267 
13 
365 


.31 

.a 

.00 

,00 

.33. 

.00 
2.12 
2.95 


1.91 

l.li8 
.63 

9,56 
,00 
.10 

5.52 

,63 
2it.82 


.00 

,31 

•a 
.00 
.00 
.10 
.00 

1.91 
.10 

2.63 


Wjh  3.18 
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Comparison  of  Harvest  Characteristics  Between  The  Two  Fiy^ays  in  Montana 

A  con?>arison  of  the  resident  hunters  performance  during  the  1965  and  1966 
seasons  between  flywsys  is  shown  in  Table  ?• 

T*ble  7»   Montana  Waterfowl  Hrater  Activity  and  Harvest  in  The  Pacific  and  CeatrsQ. 
Flyw^jr  During  The  1965  and  1966  SeasonSo 


Pacific 


Central 


Pacific 


1966 


Central 


%  of  total  dude  hunters  75<»0 

%  of  total  duck  harvest  83<»8 

Noo  days  hunted  ducks  5»9ii 

Seasonal  duck  bag  8»27 

%  of  total  goose  hunters  71«0 

%  of  total  goose  harvest  66*6 

No»  days  hunted  geese  U©27 

Seasonal  go©se  bag  O08U 


25.0 

3j5.2 

U.80 

29*0 
33Ji 
lio60 
lol7 


78,59 
69*23 

7oOU 
11.50 
68«88 
70o99 

5«37 
o97 


21,41 
30,77 
5.101 
7.05 
33.  .12 
29,01 
14.5U 
.97 


The  1966  reported  duck  harvest  by  time  periods  is  shown  in  Table  8» 

Table  8<,    Coii?)arative  Distribution  of  The  I966  Reported  Duck  Harvest  ty  Time 
Periods  and  Flywsys, 


Periods 


Pacific  Plyway 
Noo  Ducks  % 


Oct,  8  -  Oct.  23  3,022 

Oct.  2k  -  Nov,  13  2,555 

Not.  lU  -  Dec.  k  2,921; 

Dec  5  -  Dec,  25  2,637 

Dec,  26  -  Jan.  8  l,55l 


Total 


12,689 


Periods 


23.8  Oct,  8  -  Oct,  16 

20.1  Oct,  17  -  Oct,  30 
23.0  Oct,  31*  Nov.  13 
20 o9  Nov.  Hi  "  Nov,  27 

12.2  No^o  28  -  Dec,  6 


Central  F 
No,  Ducks 


Ijwasr 


61i7 
766 
739 
750 
1*25 


3,327 


19.5 
23.0 
22,2 
22,5 
12,8 


The  species  compositiea  of  the  duck  harvest  is  conpared  between  fllyways  and 
years  in  Table  9» 

In  the  Pacific  Flyway  there  wa;s  little  or  no  change  in  the  species  cemposition. 
In  the  Central  Flyway  there  was  an  increase  in  the  mallard  harvest,  probably  due  to 
regtaations.    The  1966  waterfowl  hunting  reg^UtLons  were  more  liberal  in  the  Central 
Flyway  as  compared  t©  1965* 
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Table  9»    Percentage  Csnqjositicai  of  The  Duck  Species  Harvested  Ihrring  The  1965 
and  1966  Htmting  Seasen  by  Fiywajs  in  Ifontana<, 


Species 

19 

196 

5  

Pacifie 

GeatrsCL 

Pacific 

Mallard 

77«6 

76  o3 

Blue-winged  Teal 

60O 

9ok 

7»0 

Pintail 

2o8 

it«5 

3,9 

3«3 

Baldpate 

1©7 

1.9 

2ol 

lol 

baowalX 

1»2 

2»3 

lok 

2<,3 

Scaup 

1^ 

1<»7 

Xol 

1.2 

Shoveller 

o7 

3oO 

1»3 

1.7 

Canvasback 

3i»7 

1«3  ^ 

2.8 

Redhead 

•2 

.6 

o7 

1.2 

Unknown 

6.7 

7«,9 

6<.5 

60I 

The  species  coii?)osition  of  the  go©se  harvest  between  flywaiys  and  years  is 
compared  in  Table  10. 

The  coii5)ositi©n  is  veiy  similar  for  the  "^antral  Flyway»    In  the  Pacific  Fiy»ay, 
there  is  a  significant  difference  in  the  composition.    This  was  caused  by  the  ex- 
treme difference  in  the  hatch  of  snow  geese  between  the  two  years.    ]ji  1965  the  snow 
geose  hatch  was  one  of  the  lowest  on  record^,  where  in  1966  it  was  one  ©f  12ie  best  on 
record. 

Table  10«    Percentage  Con^josition  of  Th®  Q©me  Species  Harvested  During  The  1965 
and  1966  Hunting  Seasons  by  ^lywagrso 


Canada  G®ose 
Snow  Qoose 
White-Fronted  ^oose 
Ross's  Goose 
Unknown 


Pacifie 

Central 

83.2 

12.8 

2.9 

.8 

.5 

.1* 

oO 

2.5 

■  lok 

Pacific 


58.0 
33.6 
5.8 
1.9 


Central 


90.1 

U.3 
2.1i 
.0 

2o5 


PSHPARED  BT« 
DATE 


Dale  Witt 
August  l5y  1967 


AEPR0«PD  BYs     Jim  tatchell 
W^in  Freeman 
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